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DETAILED ACTION 
Acknowledgements 

The examiner for this application has changed. Please indicate Examiner 
Michael Misiaszek as the examiner of record in all future correspondences. 

Response to Amendment 

Applicant's remarks filed 10/9/2006 have been received and reviewed. 
Accordingly, the amendments filed 7/14/2006 are no longer non-compliant, as per the 
notice sent by examiner James Kramer on 9/14/2006, since applicant has now pointed 
out the believed patentable novelty. The status of the claims is as follows: 

Claims 45-65 and 86 are pending. Claim 86 has been newly added by the 

applicant. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1. Claims 45-65 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over 

RUSure.com web pages in view of Ng (6,405,175) and Wright et al. (US 6721802 

B1, hereinafter Wright). 

Regarding Claim 45 

RUSure discloses a client program that runs on user computers in conjunction 
with browsing software and presents supplementary information associated with web 
pages accessed by users; a data server that communicates over a network with the 
user computers running the client program and sends supplementary information to the 
user computers. 

RUSure does not disclose the system providing a first user the option to 
complete and submit a form requesting at least on type of product-specific data; and a 
second user is provided an option of viewing the product-related data submitted by the 
first user. RUSure further does not disclose providing functionality for users to share 
product-related information across different web pages that describe a common 
product. 

Ng teached that it is known to include a first user having the option to complete 
and submit a form requesting at least on type of product-specific data (see e.g., 
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Abstract, Fig. 3, col. 3, lines 60-65; col. 6, lines 20-36); and a second user being 
provided with an option of viewing the product-related data submitted by the first user 
(see e.g., col. 8, lines 33-60). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to modify the apparatus of RUSure by providing the option to enter data by a first 
user and have that data viewed by a second user in order to provide a more complete 
and self-correcting database of product information by allowing users to update the 
database in real time (at least column 3, lines 8-20 of Ng). 

Wright teaches that it is known to include providing for users to share product- 
related information across different web pages that describe a common product (at least 
column 2, lines 10-27: information about a single item shared across multiple websites 
between multiple users) in a similar environment. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the system, 
as taught by RUSure, with the sharing of product information, as taught by Wright, since 
such a modification would have provided more convenient data location by centralized 
product data (at least column 2, lines 10-27 of Wright). 

Regarding Claim 46 

RUSure in view of Ng discloses a toolbar that displays an indication that a web 
page currently being viewed includes a supplementary product description (e.g., the 
"Compare" indicator under "What is the Shopping Bar" in RUSure). 
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Regarding Claims 47, 49 

RUSure in view of Ng discloses a web page analyzer comprising the automated 
data acquisition module 32, which analyzes web pages to determine if the web pages 
show descriptions of products. 

Regarding Claim 48 

RUSure in view of Ng discloses all elements except that the analyzer is 
implemented at least in part with the client program. However, it would have been an 
obvious matter of design choice to do so since that disclosure does not disclose that the 
location of the implementation solves any particular problem or is for any specific 
purpose and it appears that system would function equally well in either configuration. 

Alternatively, as to claims 47 and 48, RUSure in view of Ng disclose a web page 
analyzer working at least in part from the client which analyzes web pages to determine 
if it is a supported web page providing product description. 

Regarding Claims 50 and 51 

RUSure in view of Ng disclose a database used to analyze whether a website 
describes a product, the database being automatically populated by a data generation 
module. 



Regarding Claims 52 and 53 

RUSure in view of Ng discloses all elements (see e.g., col. 8, lines 50-60). 
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Regarding Claim 54 

RUSure in view of Ng discloses a field for the Url (e.g., Fig. 3). 

Regarding Claims 55-58 

RUSure in view of Ng discloses all elements except providing for suggesting 
related products, the product's web page and text regarding the recommendation and 
rating the recommendation. However, the examiner takes official notice that to provide 
this information is notoriously old and well known in the art. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to further modify the method of RUSure by providing 
this additional functionality in order to help the user identify, locate and evaluate items 
that might be needed or wanted in addition to the recommended item. 

Regarding Claim 59 

RUSure in view of Ng discloses a field for specifying a web address of a store 
(e.g., Fig. 3). 

Regarding Claim 60 

RUSure in view of Ng discloses all elements of the claim except requesting a 
reason for the recommendation. However, the examiner takes official notice that it is 
notoriously old and well known in the art to request and provide reasons for the 
recommendation of a store. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
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art to further modify the apparatus of RUSure by doing so in order to allow users to 
better evaluate the recommendations. 

Regarding Claim 61 

RUSure in view of Ng discloses all elements of the claim except prompting users 
to specify whether they have an interest in the recommendations. However, the 
examiner takes official notice that to do so is notoriously old and well known in the art. 
It would haye been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to further modify the 
apparatus of RUSure by prompting users to specify whether they have an interest in a 
recommendation in order to provide feedback on the recommendations. 

Regarding Claim 62 

RUSure in view of Ng discloses submitting at least an identifier (URL) of a store 
selling the item. 

Regarding Claim 63 

RUSure in view of Ng discloses all elements except providing a shopping cart to 
the client, such that a user can add items to the cart across multiple web sites. 
However, the examiner takes official notice that to provide such a shopping cart is 
notoriously old and well known in the art. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to further modify the apparatus of RUSure by providing a shopping cart to 
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the client that allows a user can add items to the cart across multiple web sites in order 
to reduce the number of times the user must go through a "check out" process. 

Regarding Claims 64, 65 

RUSure in view of Ng discloses additionally displaying links to auction web pages 
associated with the first product (see linking to auctions under "More" button of RUSure) 
and wherein the client program and the data server provide the service across a 
plurality of web sites, and the data server is separate from the servers of said plurality of 
web sites (see RUSure: multiple websites accessed by program) 
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2. Claim 86 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
RUSure in view of Ng and Wright as applied to claim 45 above, and further in view 
of Nachom (US 7072856 B1). 

RUSure, Ng, and Wright disclose the claimed invention except for displaying 
submitted product-related information to the second user in a display area that is 
superimposed over the second web page. 

Nachom teaches that it is known to include superimposing supplemental product 
information over a webpage (at least column 3, lines 55-67: information transferred to 
pop-up window) in a similar environment. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the method, as 
taught by RUSure, Ng, and Wright, with the superimposing of product information , as 
taught by Nachom, since such a modification would have provided more convenience in 
marketing and selling product over the internet through an inexpensive and efficient 
product promotion technique (at least column 3, lines 10-39 of Nachom). 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to the product information sharing of claim 45 
have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Applicant's traversal of Examiner McAllister's taking of Official Notice has been 
fully considered, but it is inadequate. To adequately traverse Official Notice, an 
applicant must specifically point out the supposed errors in the examiner's action, which 
would include stating why the noticed fact is not considered to be common knowledge 
or well-known in the art. Applicant has only provided a general allegation that the 
Examiner's taking of Official Notice was inappropriate, and provides no specific 
reasoning as to why this is the case. Accordingly, the Official Notice is made final, and 
the following limitations from claims 56-58, 60, 61, and 63 are considered to be admitted 
prior art: providing for suggesting related products, the product's web page and text 
regarding the recommendation and rating the recommendation; requesting a reason for 
the recommendation; except prompting users to specify whether they have an interest 
in the recommendations; providing a shopping cart to the client, such that a user can 
add items to the cart across multiple web sites. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael Misiaszek whose telephone number is (571) 
272-6961. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 AM - 4:30 PM, Monday 
through Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jeffrey A. Smith can be reached on (571) 272-6763. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Michael A. Misiaszek 
Patent Examiner 
3/5/2007 




